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The tort of "conversion" is an intentional exercise of dominion and control over personal property or a chattel that so seriously 
interferes with the right of another to control that property that the tortfeasor may justly be required to pay the other the full 


value of the property. ! "Conversion" is the unjustified, willful interference with a chattel which deprives a person entitled to 
the property of possession.” "Conversion" is a distinct act of dominion wrongfully exerted over another's personal property in 


denial of, or inconsistent with his or her title or rights therein or in derogation, exclusion, or defiance of such title or rights.° 
"Conversion" is the wrongful possession or disposition of another's property as if it were one's own; an act or series of acts or 
willful interference, without lawful justification, with an item of property in a manner inconsistent with another's right, whereby 


that other person is deprived of the use and possession of the property." Simply stated, "conversion" is the wrongful exercise 


of dominion or control over the personal property of another in denial of or under a claim inconsistent with his or her rights." 
"Conversion" is the unauthorized assumption and exercise of the right of ownership over goods belonging to another to the 


exclusion of the owner's rights. It is some unauthorized act that deprives another of his or her property permanently or for 
an indefinite time.’ Such dominion is without the owner's consent? and without lawful justification.” "Conversion" does not 


require exclusive control of the stolen property by the defendant. 19 
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Observation: 

Under the Restatement (Second) of Torts, conversion is an intentional exercise of dominion or control over a chattel which so 
seriously interferes with the right of another to control it that the actor may justly be required to pay the other the full value of the 
chattel.'! In determining the seriousness of the interference and the justice of requiring the actor to pay the full value, the following 


factors are important: (a) the extent and duration of the actor's exercise of domination or control; (b) the actor's intent to assert a right 


in fact inconsistent with the other's right of control; (c) the actor's good faith; (d) the extent and duration of the resulting interference 


with the other's right of control; (e) the harm done to the chattel; and (f) the inconvenience and expense caused to the other. 


Distinction: 


"Trover" is the name of the action, at common law, for the recovery of damages for the conversion of personal property. 13 Conversion 


is a derivative of the common law action of "trover," which redresses an interference with one's interest in a chattel that is substantial 
enough to justify compelling the wrongdoer to pay for it as in a forced sale. 14 Although such forms of action have been abolished 


under modern codes of civil procedure, the common-law action for "conversion" still exists in fact!’ although sometimes not in 


Observation: 


Under a federal statute in which Congress recognizes that the Aleut civilian residents of the Pribilof Islands and the Aleutian Islands 
west of Unimak Island were relocated during World War II to temporary camps in isolated regions of southeast Alaska where 
they remained, under United States control and in the care of the United States, until long after any potential danger to their home 
villages had passed, that the United States, among other things, failed to protect Aleut personal and community property while such 
property was in its possession or under its control, and has not compensated the Aleuts adequately for, inter alia, the conversion 
of personal property, and the conversion of community property caused by the United States military occupation of Aleut villages 
during World War II, it is provided that there is no remedy for injustices suffered by the Aleuts during World War II except an Act 
of Congress providing appropriate compensation for those losses which are attributable to the conduct of United States forces and 


other officials and employees of the United States. !” 
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CUMULATIVE SUPPLEMENT 
Cases: 


Under Kansas law, "conversion" is the unauthorized assumption or exercise of the right of ownership over goods or personal 
chattels belonging to another to the exclusion of the other's rights. Quintero Community Ass'n Inc. v. F.D.I.C., 792 F.3d 1002 
(8th Cir. 2015). 


Under Tennessee law, "conversion" is the appropriation of tangible property to a party's own use in exclusion or defiance of the 
owner's rights. Brewer Body Shop, LLC v. State Farm Mut. Auto. Ins. Co., 101 F. Supp. 3d 1256 (M.D. Fla. 2015). 


Under Florida law, "conversion" occurs when a person asserts a right of dominion over chattel which is inconsistent with the 
right of the owner and deprives the owner of the right of possession. TracFone Wireless, Inc. v. Adams, 98 F. Supp. 3d 1243 
(S.D. Fla. 2015). 


"Conversion" consists of an unauthorized assumption and exercise of the right of ownership over personal property belonging 
to another, in hostility to his rights; an act of dominion over the personal property of another inconsistent with his rights; or an 
unauthorized appropriation. City of Atlanta v. Hotels.com, L.P., 332 Ga. App. 888, 775 S.E.2d 276 (2015). 


Commercial sublessee's allegations that landlord's attorney prevented sublessee from moving out of the premises which 
sublessee used for a restaurant business, leading to the spoiling of certain perishable items, without allegations that attorney 
exercised dominion and control over the perishables, failed to state a claim against attorney for conversion. Manhattan Sports 
Restaurants of America, LLC v. Lieu, 137 A.D.3d 504, 27 N.Y.S.3d 125 (1st Dep't 2016). 


To prevail on conversion claim, plaintiff must show that he or she owns property and that another has appropriated property 
to that party's own use and beneficial enjoyment, has exercised dominion over it in exclusion and defiance of owner's right, or 
has withheld possession from owner under claim of title inconsistent with owner's title. Aguiar v. Williams, 2021 VT 8, 252 
A.3d 776 (Vt. 2021). 
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